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Linking Instructional Productivity Measures and Fiscal Policy:
Accountability in Higher Education

Introduction

Institutions of higher education have been increasingly subject to demands for
accountability. National trends, state accountability legislation, and general public
perception have pressured colleges and universities to generate and evaluate data
that links instructional productivity, academic planning, and fiscal policymaking.

This paper presents the case of a mid-sized public, comprehensive university in
Louisiana and its efforts to address accountability demands. The reactions of
university administrators and academic leaders to a campus accountability
framework developed by the university's office of institutional research are
discussed and present a background for recommendations and conclusions that can
be extrapolated to other universities.

Background

Accountability pressures on institutions of higher education are emanating from a
variety of sources. At the national level, focus on instructional productivity and
fiscal management has prompted a national debate on the primary roles of
America's colleges and universities. Political leaders, parents, and students have
expressed concerns that the high costs of university education are not matched by
educational outcomes (Boyer, 1995). Such discussion has resulted in several
national initiatives. Prompted by federal Student-Right-to-Know (SRTK) legislation
in 1992, the Joint Commission for Accountability Reporting (JCAR) developed
recommendations to standardize reporting formats for student progression,
graduation rates, costs, and faculty activity (JCAR, 1996).

As another example, in 1998, the National Center for Education Statistics' Integrated
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) will begin requiring nationally
standardized reporting of student retention and graduation. Colleges and
universities across the nation have been put on notice that they can no longer avoid
accountability questions.

At the state level, the demands for accountability have resulted in a myriad of
legislative acts. By 1995, 20 of the states had initiated some form of accountability
mandate to report on faculty activity, including legislation and governing board
requirements. These mandates have required institutional reporting ranging from

required annual reporting on faculty workload by campus with state funding tied to
"standard" loads (Maryland) to governing board requests to develop plans for
improving faculty teaching loads (Iowa). A substantial proportion of the other 30
reported that although no specific mandate had been issued, there were increasing
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requests for information on academic productivity from government agencies and
governing boards (State Higher Education Fiscal Officers, 1994).

In Louisiana in 1993, Act 237 of the state legislature established the State
Accountability in Public Higher Education Advisory Committee, outlined thirteen
specific performance standards, and directed the Committee to devise a plan for
measuring and documenting accountability. In 1995, Act 459 directed the Board of
Regents to administer, implement, monitor, and evaluate an ongoing accountability
reporting process. The Board's Accountability Steering Committee and several
subcommittees have been assigned to study institutional effectiveness, progression
and graduation, remedial course offerings, continuing education, and faculty
workload among other issues. These groups are developing means to collect data
from institutions from across the state for reporting to the state legislature.

At Southeastern Louisiana University, efforts by the office of institutional research
to focus on and comprehensively address instructional accountability were linked to

a university-wide strategic planning and budgeting initiative. In addition, careful
consideration was given to how the institution might address national and state
issues. After garnering the support of top-level university administrators, a faculty
workload accountability report and an academic productivity reporting system were
designed. Reports at the department, college, and institutional level were
distributed to department chairs, deans, and the provost respectively. Both reports
were used for data-based decision-making and for providing evidence for resource

requests at annual university budget hearings.

Faculty Workload Accountability Reporting

Each semester, department heads are required to input course schedule information

for the upcoming semester. Input includes the course title and section, the course
load in credit hours, the budget unit paying for the instruction, and the faculty
member assigned. By matching data from the personnel database system and the
student registration system, the report calculates the SCHs produced by each faculty
member as well as the instructional load.

In addition, reassigned time is reported for each faculty member. Such reassigned
time includes buy-outs for funded grants and contracts, internally-funded research,
academic support such as laboratory supervision, and administrative reassignment.
Summary information by department gives instructional and non-instructional
totals, the number of hours being taught as overload or by adjunct faculty, and
average load hours by faculty type.

Academic Productivity Analysis

The university's academic productivity analysis was based in part on data analysis
necessary for voluntary participation in the National Study of Instructional Costs
and Productivity. Begun in 1993, the National Study is currently funded by the
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Fund for Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE), is directed by the

University of Delaware's Office of Institutional Research, and involves over 300

participating institutions, including research, doctoral, comprehensive, and

baccalaureate colleges (Middaugh, 1996). Basic departmental data on teaching

workloads, instructional costs, and sponsored research/ service productivity is
submitted to the National Study by each participating institution, and each
university then receives an aggregate report outlining average workloads, costs, and
productivity measures by university type and discipline.

Building upon these data, the office of institutional research designed a reporting
ratio format for on-campus use that included FTE students taught/FTE faculty,

students enrolled/ Fa, faculty, SCH's/ HI faculty, class sections/ FTE faculty, and

average class size by department. Longitudinal data on number of degrees granted,
number of majors, total student enrollment, SCH's generated, and number of F E
faculty permit departments to look at the effects of program planning over time.

Department chairs and university administrators also receive measures of direct

instructional cost and funds generated by instruction and external sources. Data

elements are extracted from the university's administrative information systems

and databases.

In addition to these departmental data, the University can also receive workload,

cost and productivity data from peer institutions participating the National Study.

Providing normative data could allow departments to gain external perspective on
resource allocation decisions, such as the productivity impact of increasing average
class size or reassigning faculty to externally-funded projects.

University Strategic Planning and Budgeting

University strategic planning processes require each academic unit to annually

report on progress toward strategic goals. Furthermore, university budget hearings

required units to prioritize requested budget increases in personnel, equipment, and
maintenance and to provide rationales for increases above a standstill budget.

Both the faculty workload accountability report and the academic productivity
analysis give budget unit heads and members of the budget hearing committee

objective data for examining staffing, productivity, and funding patterns which can
be factored into resource need prioritization and allocation.

Results and Conclusions

University personnel received their academic productivity report data with their
annual budget and planning documents in Fall 1996. The units receive their faculty
workload accountability reports each semester. Academic units were required to use
data-based evidence in making budget requests for new faculty and instructional
resources.
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In general, budget unit heads and University budget hearing committee members
indicated that the reports were helpful in making resource allocation decisions.
Particularly enthusiastic were department heads who were able to make strong cases
for new faculty additions based on information such as average class sizes and
normative data from other institutions.

Suggestions from department heads focused on three issues: 1) improving page
layout of data elements for increased utility and comparability; 2) desire to have
normative data from a smaller subset of more comparable peer institutions as
opposed to current situation in which normative data comes from all participating
National Study institutions within the same Carnegie classification; and 3) inability
of current administrative information system to adequately "credit" instructional
units with all external research/public service funds generated by faculty activity.
All three issues are being addressed for Fall 1997.

University administrators reported that the analysis provide them with needed
comparable information for budget hearings as well as for making other ad hoc
resource allocation issues during the fiscal year. In several instances, administrators
were able to utilize the analysis to answer Board of Regents inquiries. Collection of

data for state accountability efforts will be facilitated by the analysis. The report also
helped to provide institutional perspective on addressing SRTK issues.

Implications

Educate faculty and administrators on the importance of accountability reporting

Share reporting format and allow end-users input into format choices

Make reports multi-purpose to reduce monitoring connotation

Combine accountability with empowerment
Provide more meaningful comparative data from recognized peer institutions

Ensure that reporting format and usage validates institutional mission and
strategic plan
Aim for faculty workload systems that meaningfully account for teaching,
research, and service work

6
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Form 1

Unit/Department Strategic Plan 1996-2001

Unit Name: Dept. of Existentialism Unit Head: J. P. Sartre
Date Submitted: Oct. 21,1996

page of

University Strategic Objectives Unit Strategic Objectives

Goal 1, Obj. 1: develop technology-enhanced
undergraduate...academic programs that will
foster learning linked with the workplace
Goal 1, Obj. 2: encourage experimentation with and
development of innovative curricula, courses, and
delivery systems
Goal 2, Obj. 4: develop "course on demand" open-
access, open-entry curricula...

1. By the year 2000-2001, Dept. will integrate
technology, particularly multi-media and
Internet, into every course offered.
2. By the year 2000-2001, at least 2 courses will
feature workplace-based, interactive technology
delivery systems.

Goal 1, Obj. 2: devise a program to enhance
effective teaching and assessment...

3. By the year 2000-2001, the Dept. will have an
established program for maintaining and
measuring effective teaching and assessment.

Goal 1, Obj. 5: provide services for students in the
seven areas of wellness

4. By the year 2000-2001, the Dept. will have an
established program of extracurricular activities
for EXST majors

Goal 2, Obj. 3: review existing programs with the
intent of updating courses and curricula

5. By the year 2000-2001, all EXST curricula will
show evidence of updating, and the number of
hours required will have been reduced by at least

10%

Goal 3, Obj. 1: create awareness of multicultural
issues and to increase communication

6. By the year 2000-2001, all EXST courses will
incorporate needed multicultural and global
components

Goal 5, Obj. 3: increase systematically the funds
generated by external grants and contracts

7. By the year 2000-2001, the Dept. will have
increased the value of grants and contracts
received by at least 50%

Goal 6, Obj. 3: provide professional development
opportunities for University employees

8. By the year 2000-2001, all classified staff in
the Dept. will have engaged in professional
development activities that will upgrade
business and technological skills

Goal 7, Obj. 1: increase the percentage of well-
prepared students entering Southeastern...

9. By the year 2000-2001, the Dept. will have a
comprehensive program to recruit and retain
academically able students.

Goal 7, Obj. 3: to implement a comprehensive
review of [programs to identify problems...

10. By the year 2000-2001, problems in retention,
progression, and graduation in EXST programs will

have been identified and eliminated.

Goal 8, Obj. 1: design and implement appropriate
technology-rich instruction...

11. By the year 2000-2001, all EXST faculty will
have the appropriate technology skills for
instruction.
12. By the year 2000-2001, the Dept. will have
the instructional technology appropriate for
multi-media and Internet instruction.

Goal 10, Obj. 1: make modern electronic
communication... a standard

13. By the year 2000-2001, electronic
communication will be the norm for dept. business.
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Form 2
page of

Unit/Department Annual Plan, 1996-1997 / 1997-1998

Unit Name: Dept. of Existentialism Unit Head: J. P. Sartre
Date Submitted: Oct. 21, 1996

Unit
Strategic
Objective

Action to be Taken 1996 - 1997
into 1997 - 1998

Performance Indicator

1 &
2

a. Review courses and identify where
technology can be integrated appropriately.
b. Two courses will be identified.

a. 100% of courses will have
been reviewed and proposals
made for technology
inclusion.
b. Preliminary plans will have
been outlined.

3
c. A departmental committee will be
formed to make recommendations. MFA
results will be incorporated.

c. Action plan of committee
will have been reviewed by
department.

4
d. Faculty will work with the EXST majors
club to discuss possibilities.

d. Action plan will have been
completed.

5
e. The dept. curriculum committee will
begin review of curricula.

e. A report outlining needs
will be reviewed by the dept.

6
f. The dept. curriculum committee will
begin review of curricula.

f. A report outlining needs
will be reviewed by the dept.

7
g. The dept. head will work with faculty to
encourage and identify grant/ contract
activity.

g. The value of external
proposals will have increased
by at least 20%.

8

h. Classified staff will begin individualized
annual professional development
planning.

h. Dept. heads will have
documented all plans and
results.

9
i. The dept. will form an ad hoc task force
with high GPA majors and faculty to
investigate issues.

i. A preliminary set of
recommendations will have
been prepared.

10
j. The dept. will gather information
regarding retention, progression, and
graduation of majors.

_

j. A set of conclusions will be
reviewed by the dept.

11 &
12

k. All faculty members will self-identify
desired technology skills as part of
performance planning.
1. The Dept. will plan for systematic
upgrade/ purchase of current hardware and
software.

j. 100% of performance plans
will reflect professional
development in instructional
technology.
1. A plan will be on file, and
funding will be outlined.

13
m. The Dept. will set standards for dept.
communication.

m. Standards will be
distributed to faculty and staff.

18
EXAMPLE -- Planning/Budget Documents, 1997-1998



Form 6 page of

Requests for Additional Budget Expenditures, 1997-1998

Unit Name: Dept. of Existentialism Unit Head: J. P. Sartre
Date Submitted: Oct. 21, 1996

Description Rationale
Estimated

Cost

Personnel Necessary to meet dept.
strategic objectives 1, 2, 11,
12, 13; to decrease average
65 students/ faculty ratio in
lower level UG courses as
required by accreditation;
to strengthen MFA
technology objective; to
meet technology standard
for EXST accreditation
agency

$40,000 + benefits

Asst. Professor with state-
of-the-art technology
knowledge and skills

Equipment Necessary to meet dept.
strategic objectives 1, 11, 12

$11, 000

(total cost = $22,000; 50%
of cost will be paid from
dept. academic
enhancement)

3 portable classroom
multi-media systems,
including CD-ROM,
projection capability, and
networking capability

Maintenance

EXAMPLE -- Planning/Budat%ocuments, 1997-1998
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